Humans are social, and perhaps nothing is more important to people, both as individuals and as a species, than their close relationships. Not all relationships, however, are equally close. The concept of interpersonal closeness is critical to the theory and research on social and personal relationships because variations in closeness impact a wide range of interpersonal and relational phenomena, from self-disclosure to deception detection (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Levine & McCornack, 1992) . One might even go so far as to label closeness as the flagship variable of interpersonal relationship research.
Because the idea of relationship closeness is critical to the study of social and personal relationships, it is important to measure it well. Although various measures of closeness exist (e.g., Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989; Maxwell, 1985) , a new, highly reliable, construct valid, multi-item, and unidimensional measure would be valuable. This article explains why a new measure is desirable and provides a new measure of relationship closeness that meets these needs.
Two aspects regarding the development of the new measure are worth previewing. First, the items generated for this new measure were directly inspired by the ideas and arguments of previous research on the assessment of closeness. The aim is a new measure, not the explication of a new construct. The new measure is intended to capture the core essence of interpersonal closeness as conceived by Berscheid et al. (1989) , Aron et al. (1992) , and other scholars. Second, this new scale is designed to represent methodological improvement over previous measures, especially with regard to unidimensionality and scale reliability. It is this second aspect of the new measure, its improved psychometric properties, which provides immediate added value for researchers of social and personal relationships.
Relationship Closeness
Although relationship closeness is nearly synonymous with intimacy in close, loving relationships, closeness has a larger conceptual bandwidth and range of application than does intimacy (Parks & Floyd, 1996) . In close, committed romantic relationships, for example, closeness and intimacy are likely to covary nearly perfectly and are conceptual twins (Sternberg, 1988) . However, there are a number of nonintimate social relationships that vary meaningfully in closeness. For example, complete strangers, mere acquaintances, friendly coworkers, and casual friends may meaningfully differ along the closeness continuum, but none of these relationship types would be considered intimate. The new measure reported here is applicable across a wide spectrum of relationship types ranging from strangers to intimates.
Relationship closeness is often thought of as involving the strength of the emotional bond between people, the degree of idiosyncratic knowledge of the other person, or both. The concept of interdependence encompasses both of these ideas. In line with Kelley et al. (1983) , the level of relational closeness is formally defined here as the degree of affective, cognitive, and behavioral mutual dependence between two people, including the frequency of their impact on one another and the strength of impact per occurrence. Interdependence manifests itself through a variety of behavioral, cognitive, and emotional attributes. Behaving close and feeling close can usefully be viewed as distinct indicators of a common closeness dimension (Aron et al., 1992) . Moreover, that closeness indicates interdependence occurring between two people suggests that closeness transcends relationship types. For example, persons in same-sex friendships, romantic relationships, and parent-child relationships experience closeness (Afifi & Schrodt, 2003; Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991; Berscheid et al., 1989) . Although these different types of relationships may experience and enact closeness differently, relationships vary along a closeness dimension both within and across different relationship types, and regardless of relationship type, the more interdependent the people, the closer the relationship.
Closeness is conceptualized here as a continuous concept, as opposed to an all-or-nothing phenomenon. It occurs in gradations (Aron & Fraley, 1999) . Relationship closeness is seen as varying along a single continuum ranging from completely independent strangers to maximally interdependent individuals whose thoughts, affect, and behaviors are fully intertwined and fully meshed (cf. Kelley et al., 1983) .
The current definition of closeness also has the advantage of accommodating the view that closeness is multiply and flexibly determined, while maintaining the idea of variance along a single dimension. The constellation of variables that constitute closeness for one relationship does not always define closeness for another relationship, and several different variables may instantiate closeness. Researchers have attempted to link some of the main variables to the particular types of relationships for which those variables indicate closeness (e.g., Floyd & Parks, 1995; Wood & Inman, 1993; Yaughn & Nowicki, 1999 ). Yet, Maxwell (1985) wrote that mutual dependence might be the single most useful indicator of closeness because especially in long-standing relationships, the upper limits of constructs such as liking, attraction, and commitment may have already been reached. On the other end of the closeness spectrum, even relatively casual relationships can vary in the degree of interdependence, even though passion, commitment, and intimacy (cf. Sternberg, 1988) may not be relevant.
Expanding further on the idea of closeness as mutual dependence, Aron and colleagues (e.g., Aron et al., 1992; Aron et al., 1991; Aron & Fraley, 1999) view closeness as including the other in the self. According to this perspective, "in a close relationship the individual acts as if some or all aspects of the partner are partially the individual's own" (Aron et al., 1992, p. 598 ). This suggests a blurring of the boundaries between those aspects that characterize each individual (Aron et al., 1991) . It is, in part, the degree of self-other overlap that constitutes the level of interdependence that we take to indicate relationship closeness. A valid measure of the closeness dimension, therefore, should encompass the idea of including the other in the self. Nevertheless, there is more to the psychological and behavioral interdependence that defines relational closeness than self-other overlap.
To summarize, relationship closeness is conceptualized as the degree of interdependence occurring between relationship partners. This interdependence can be experienced cognitively, emotionally, and behaviorally, and the degree of interdependence can vary temporally within relationships as well as across relationships. Conceptual considerations such as those already discussed have resulted in the emergence of a number of measures used to assess relationship closeness. Two of the more prominent measures are discussed below. Special attention is given to how these tools inform the new measure being forwarded by this article.
Berscheid et al.'s (1989) Relationship Closeness Inventory
The Relationship Closeness Inventory (RCI), developed by Berscheid et al. (1989) , draws from the conceptual treatment of closeness as interdependence by Kelley et al. (1983) . The RCI consists of three subscales designed to assess three of four properties proposed by Kelley et al. to indicate a close relationship: the frequency with which one person impacts another, the diverse kinds of activities through which one person can impact the other, and the strength of the impact one has on the other. Kelley et al. also proposed a fourth indicator, the duration of impact of one on the other. However, this idea did not appear among the subscales of the RCI.
Each of the three subscales comprises a full self-report questionnaire that individuals complete while keeping a relational other in mind. Although it is a self-report measure, the RCI's indicators were intended as much as possible to assess relational closeness as an objective observer might. Thus, the scale contains a behavior checklist, and the focus is on common activities.
Some potential limitations of the RCI suggest the need for a new measure. First, the items appearing on the RCI now seem dated with respect to modern forms of interaction and activities. For example, the diversity subscale consists of a lengthy list of activities taken to represent the various ways close individuals impact one another. Respondents then sum the number of different activities in which they engaged with their relational other. Items such as "went to a movie," "played cards/board game," and "watched TV" (Berscheid et al., 1989) are included. However, when the scale was first published, e-mail was in its infancy, mobile telephones were the province of the wealthy (to say nothing of text messaging), and social networking Internet applications such as Facebook.com and MySpace.com had yet to be invented. Current researchers will be quick to point out the prevalence of these modes of impacting one another in the current landscape of social relationships. Items not tied to specific technological advances would be desirable to avoid the measure becoming dated as specific technologies come in and out of use.
Second, the RCI measures relationship closeness from an outsider's point of view. Berscheid et al. (1989) acknowledged that the conceptual scope of their measure may be somewhat narrow, largely because the RCI's items focus primarily on behavioral indicators of closeness rather than affective feelings of closeness between individuals. It will be recalled that other researchers have argued (e.g., Aron et al., 1992; Aron et al., 1991) that relationship closeness also manifests itself as an affective or emotional bond. The inclusion of items capturing affective and emotional interdependence might therefore be desirable as a matter of content validity.
Finally, the RCI is multidimensional, and a unidimensional measure is sought here because closeness can be thought of as varying globally along a single continuum. Although distinctions between aspects of closeness may be theoretically important for some lines of research, much research requires or desires only a single score on closeness. The need to capture the aspect of feeling close coupled with the desirability for a unidimensional measure, in part, drove the current development of an alternate measure.
DIBBLE, LEVINE, AND PARK
Aron, Aron, and Smollan's (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale Aron et al.'s (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (IOS) was designed to address three limitations in Berscheid et al.'s (1989) RCI. First, Aron et al. noted that the RCI aligns heavily with the typical North American college student's situation. Thus, doubts were raised as to the RCI's generalizability, especially with respect to non-North American cultures. Second, in Aron et al.'s view, the time necessary to complete the RCI (10 -15 min) was not optimal, especially if one is attempting to measure other variables besides closeness. Third, Aron et al. take issue with the RCI's reliance on Kelley et al.'s (1983) theoretical approach to relational closeness. According to Aron et al., this view fails to capture much of the cognitive and affective qualities typically associated with closeness. The IOS overcomes the three concerns with the RCI mentioned in this article. Aron et al.'s (1991) conceptualization of closeness as including the other in the self provides the theoretical basis for the IOS. The IOS manifests as a single item. Respondents are asked to circle the one of seven Venn-like diagrams that best represents his or her relationship with his or her partner. The seven pairs of circles are arranged progressively from zero overlap (1, low degree of closeness) to almost completely overlapped (7, highly close). The most obvious limitation with such an arrangement, which the scale's authors acknowledge, is that reliability by way of internal consistency cannot be determined. Aron et al. (1992) do present some evidence for test-retest reliability. IOS scores generated 2 weeks apart correlated from .83 to .86, based on the relationship of the referent to the respondent (e.g., family, friend, romantic partner). However, the well-known issue with test-retest reliability is the confounding of (un)reliability with true score change. Further, reliability is, in part, a function of test length, and single items will always be less reliable than sound multiple-item scales. Lower reliability, in turn, leads to attenuated effect sizes and diminished predictive utility, lower statistical power, and larger error terms. Finally, reliance on a single item limits the conceptual bandwidth of the construct. An exclusive focus on overlap in self-concepts fails to capture the full range of psychological and behavioral interdependence reflected in the current conceptual definition of closeness. The Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS) is presented here as an option for those preferring multiple-item, yet unidimensional, measurement.
The Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS)
The RCI and the IOS represent valuable developments in the enterprise of closeness conceptualization and measurement. The current research builds upon these measures to advance the measurement of an integral concept. Thus, a new scale for assessing the relationship closeness between two persons is presented; it maximizes the time-tested strengths of prior measures and remains consistent with current conceptualizations of closeness, but overcomes the noted psychometric limitations of each previous measure.
The new measure is a 12-item, self-report instrument. Each item is accompanied by a seven-step, Likert-type response set. The items are averaged to create a single overall closeness score. Low values are bounded by 1.0 and reflect a total lack of meaningful relationship closeness, and high numbers are bounded by 7.0 and indicate maximally high relationship closeness. The IOS item (Aron et al., 1992) can be included along with 12 URCS items, although its inclusion is optional. When the IOS is averaged into a single scale with the URCS items, the result is unidimensional, and the URCS items perform well in conjunction with the IOS item.
Rather than start with a large pool of items, items were selected or created to capture specific aspects of relationship closeness critical to the idea of psychological and behavioral interdependence. Some URCS items were taken from or inspired by sources such as Maxwell (1985; e.g., " My relationship with my partner is close," "When we are apart I miss my partner a great deal") and Walker and Thompson (1983;  e.g., "I consider my partner when making important life decisions"). Items from these sources were chosen because they appeared highly face valid when considering the conceptual definition of closeness adopted in the present article. Other items were created by the current authors to create a measure that more robustly captures the dual aspects of behaving close and feeling close (e.g., "I think about my partner a lot"). The 12 URCS items are presented in Table 1 .
The URCS is intended to represent an improvement over both the RCI and the IOS. In response to Aron et al.'s (1992) criticism that the RCI places undue time demands on its users, this new collection of items cohere under a single dimension with only 12 items. These items can be answered in a fraction of the time it takes to complete the RCI. In order to capture the conceptual richness called for by Aron and colleagues, the Venn diagrams of the IOS can be included as one of the items in a hybrid instrument. Evidence that the IOS item is unidimensional with the URCS items provides strong support for convergent validity. Moreover, using multiple scale items both resolves the inability to calculate an internal consistency reliability estimate that currently hampers the IOS and produces substantially larger correlations with related constructs due to increased reliability. Thus, the use of the URCS on its own or as a supplement to the IOS offers researchers substantially improved statistical power and substantially larger observed effect sizes that more closely approximate population values. As shown in the sections that follow, this particular package of new and existing items forms a psychometrically sound, single dimension that can discriminate among various levels of closeness for a variety of relationship types and that is highly reliable across applications to different relationship types.
Method

Participants and Procedures
The factor structure, validity, and reliability of the URCS were assessed with four data sets providing replications with four different types of relationships (romantic couples, friends, family, and strangers) and allowing for evidence of different types of validity including structure/factorial validity, convergent validity, and divergent validity. Together, this evidence makes a compelling case for construct validity.
The first data set included 192 students (96 couples) from a large Midwestern university who were (mostly) currently involved in a romantic relationship. Participants were asked to show up for the research with a current romantic partner. Upon arrival, the romantic partners were separated, and they filled out a questionnaire independently. Included among a variety of trait measures were the URCS and a measure of relationship satisfaction developed by Hendrick (1988) . All but one of the pairs were heterosexual, thus the sample contained two more women than men. Participants were predominantly Caucasian. The average participant was 20.23 years old (SD ϭ 1.93), and the average relationship duration was 2.2 years (SD ϭ 2.89, 66% at 1 year or longer). When asked to qualitatively describe their relationship with their partner, 7% responded with nonromantic friend, 8% responded with friends with benefits, 27% responded with casually dating, 54% responded with seriously dating, and 3% indicated they were engaged. None of the couples were married, 77% reported that their relationship was exclusive, and 8% were cohabitating at the time the data were collected.
The second data set included 330 women from the same university (M age ϭ 19.38 years, SD ϭ 1.43). Participants were required to come to the lab with a same sex friend, and two pairs of friends were scheduled for each session. The sample was 70.9% Caucasian, 14.8% African American, 3.1% Asian, 1.8% Hispanic, 1.3% Native American, and 8.1% other. Of the friends, 10.6% indentified as casual friends, 53.5% indentified as good friends, and 35.9% indicated that they were best friends. The duration of the friendships ranged from 1 month to 21 years (M ϭ 3.5 years, SD ϭ 4.2, with 72.7% being friends for at least 1 year).
Two sets of friends were scheduled for each time slot. Upon their arrival at the lab, participants were randomly assigned to complete a bogus social perception task with either their friend or a stranger. All participants completed the URCS with their experimental partner (i.e., either a friend or a stranger) as the referent person.
The third data set included 155 students from a different university located on a Pacific island. The sample was 60% female (M age ϭ 21.9, SD ϭ 4.3; 40% male), 57% Caucasian, 21% Asian, and 22% other. Unlike the first two data sets, these data were collected via an Internet-based survey. Participants were asked to complete the URCS with a specific self-selected family member in mind. Chosen family members included mother (39%), sister (24%), brother (18%), father (16%), and spouse (3%).
The final data set was also collected via the Internet at the same Pacific island university. The participants (N ϭ 170; 60% female and 40% male, 44% Caucasian, 31% Asian, 12% mixed race, M age ϭ 22.4 years, SD ϭ 4.9) were asked to complete the scale with a specific self-selected friend in mind. The chosen friends included best friends (65%), close friends (29%), and casual friends (3%).
Thus, the URCS was completed by several independent samples representing different types of relationships. The first sample tested the new measure's ability to tap the closeness between nonmarried romantic partners. The second sample facilitated a test of the URCS within the context of friends and strangers. The third and fourth data collections compared friends and family. The Hendrick (1988) 
Analysis Strategy
Because unidimensionality is a prerequisite for meaningful estimates of reliability, it was important to first establish the factor structure of the scale. Initially, interitem and item-total relationships were screened for linearity and a flat-positive matrix. Next, planned confirmatory factor analyses testing a hypothesized unidimensional model using LISREL 8.80 assessed model fit. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted because a measurement model was hypothesized a priori and because confirmatory procedures offer a more rigorous test than exploratory analyses. Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) using principal axis and maximum likelihood extraction and both orthogonal and oblique rotations were used to check for viable multidimensional solutions. As a test of convergent validity, a second set of CFAs were used to show that when the IOS was included in the model, the data continued to fit a unidimensional measurement model. As a test of divergent validity, a third set of CFAs were used to show that the closeness items and the relationship satisfaction items loaded on separate factors. No error terms were correlated to enhance model fit in any of the analyses. In the couples' data (Study 1), CFAs were run with both individual and couple level data to verify that the conclusions were robust for both independent and nonindependent data. In the friends-stranger data (Study 2), CFAs were run with both the full sample and the friends subsample to ensure model fit with restricted variance. In the third and fourth data collections, LISREL was used to replicate the factor structure and to show measurement invariance across friends and family applications. SPSS (Version 19.0) was used to assess scale reliability and to verify that all items contributed positively to the instrument's reliability. An intraclass correlation was calculated in the sample of romantic couples to show withincouple agreement, and the URCS was correlated with relationship satisfaction. For the Study 2 friends, a comparison of the means was made between the closeness for friends and the closeness for 4 DIBBLE, LEVINE, AND PARK nonfriends. In all four samples, means were examined by qualitatively reported relationship type to demonstrate order among types in the scale mean.
Results
In the Study 1 romantic couples' data, the CFA was clearly consistent with a unidimensional fit for the URCS. CFA was also done with individual level data, and the findings were also consistent with the fit of a unidimensional model. Eigenvalues resulting from principal axis EFA are shown in Table 2 . LISREL model fit statistics are presented in Table 3 . EFAs examining potential two, three, and four-factor solutions failed to yield viable multidimensional models due to problematic cross-loadings and interfactor correlations greater than r ϭ .70.
The mean on the URCS was 5.59 (Mdn ϭ 5.76, SD ϭ 0.93, range ϭ 3.00 -7.00, with a negative skew). The mean scores differed by relationship type (see Table 3 ), with the URCS producing an effect size of 2 ϭ .29, compared with 2 ϭ .17 and 2 ϭ .05 for the IOS and for relational satisfaction, respectively. Partners' closeness scores were substantially related to each other, F(95, 92) ϭ 2.41, p Ͻ .001, intraclass correlation ϭ .41. The URCS was correlated with relational satisfaction at r(186) ϭ .73.
To further assess convergent validity, CFA was used to test a unidimensional model containing the 12 URCS items and the IOS item. The data were consistent with unidimensionality (see Table  3 ). The IOS correlation with the 12 URCS items was r(186) ϭ .58. The correlation between the IOS and relational satisfaction was r(186) ϭ .48, which dropped to a within sampling error of 0 when controlling for closeness (scored without the IOS), partial r(186) ϭ .09, ns. Together, with the factor analyses showing that the IOS is unidimensional with the other URCS items, strong evidence of convergent validity was obtained.
A second set of CFAs tested divergent validity by assessing measurement models containing both URCS and relational satisfaction items. A two-factor solution with all URCS items on one factor and the satisfaction items on a second factor provided a better fit to the data than a unidimensional solution. Modification indices and factor loadings suggested that URCS Item 7 was cross-loading, and removing the item further improved the fit of the two-factor model over the unidimensional model. Thus, although they are highly correlated, items assessing relationship closeness and relationship satisfaction assess different constructs.
For the friends-stranger experimental data (Study 2), CFA was also consistent with a unidimensional fit. The model was also tested and confirmed with strangers excluded and with the inclusion of the IOS item.
Across all participants within the friends-stranger sample, the URCS had a mean of 3.21 (SD ϭ 2.21, range from 1.0 to 7.0, and a clearly bimodal distribution). As anticipated, the mean URCS score for strangers was 1.18 (mode ϭ 1.0, SD ϭ 0.40), compared with 5.18 (SD ϭ 1.25) for friends, F(1, 321) ϭ 1,458.13, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .82. A univariate discriminant function with logistic regression correctly classified 96.3% of the partners as friends or strangers based on their URCS score.
In the third and fourth data sets, CFA analysis was again consistent with the unidimensionality of the URCS including and excluding the IOS item for both the family and the friend data. CFA was also consistent with unidimensionality and convergent validity with the friends and family data pooled. These results cross-validate the previous findings of unidimensionality and convergent validity with two additional data sets involving friends and family as the target.
The pooled family and friends data were also used to crossvalidate the evidence for divergent validity. With the relational satisfaction items included in the model, the two-factor model again provided a better fit to the data than a unidimensional solution.
A multiple-groups CFA was conducted to test measurement equivalence between the unidimensional models with the family and friends as referents. The model specified equivalence in factor structure, factor loadings, factor covariance and errors. The data provided an acceptable fit to the fully equivalent model. Fit results are summarized in Table 3 .
The URCS again correlated highly with relational satisfaction in the family (r ϭ .82) and friends data (r ϭ .63). These correlations were systematically higher than the IOS-relational satisfaction correlations (r ϭ .58 and .30). The IOS was significantly correlated with relational satisfaction when partialing the URCS scores for family (partial r ϭ .18, p Ͻ .03) but not for friends (partial r ϭ Ϫ.05, ns).
Mean scores by relationship types were again consistent with validity (see Table 4 ). For friend types, the URCS produced an effect size of 2 ϭ .36, compared with 2 ϭ .18 and 2 ϭ .13 for IOS and relational satisfaction, respectively. For the family data, the effect sizes were informally smaller ( 2 ϭ .09, compared with 2 ϭ .06 and 2 ϭ .06, respectively).
Discussion
The goal of the current research was to develop and provide initial validity evidence for a new self-report instrument designed to improve the measurement of relationship closeness. Conceptualizing closeness as the extent of cognitive, affective, and behavioral interdependence and taking into account the strengths and limitations of two of the more prominent existing measures of closeness, the goals for the current study involved the development of a measurement alternative that was unidimensional, producing a single, highly reliable, construct valid score for closeness that is general across different types of relationships. The results suggest that the new scale is a construct valid measure of relationship closeness that offers psychometric improvement over existing measures.
The URCS is offered as an alternative to researchers seeking a single closeness score that both remains construct valid with respect to current conceptual underpinnings and is general across relationship types. The current testing utilized data collected from romantic partners, friends, strangers, and family targets. Results from each sample yielded evidence that scores on the scale were unidimensional and internally consistent. In addition, a comparison of the closeness means by relationship subtype (on a scale of 1-7, strangers ϭ 1.18, casual/just friends ϭ 3.37-4.24, friends with benefits, good same-sex friends, casually dating ϭ 5.02-5.33, family ϭ 4.65-5.52, seriously dating, best friends, and engaged ϭ 6.00 -6.15, and spouse ϭ 6.75), revealed a pattern of values that are consistent with intuition about the specific subtype of relationship. It can be observed that participants who indicated they were engaged reported being closer than casual daters, who were in turn closer than friends with benefits, and so on. Not surprisingly, participants who reported being just friends in this sample were found to be the least close, except when compared with strangers who scored as not at all close. To the extent that this array of ascending-descending means reflects the relative levels of closeness within these relational subtypes, additional evidence of validity is provided. Examination of raw scores shows that people who had not previously met scored as low as the scaling allowed. Alternatively, even for engaged couples and best friends, there was some room at the top for additional gains in closeness. Further, on the basis of the effect sizes associated with differences between relationships types, the URCS performed better than the IOS or the satisfaction measure. Given the data reported here, the URCS appears to discriminate nicely among the gradations of relationships that are subsumed under the umbrella label of social and personal relationships. One of the primary advantages of the URCS over Aron et al.'s (1992) IOS is the higher reliability obtained by averaging across multiple items. It will be recalled that the test-retest correlations of the IOS ranged from r ϭ .83 to r ϭ .86. Although correlations of this magnitude are not considered low, they are below the alphas typically observed using the URCS (␣ ϭ .92 to ␣ ϭ .99). One disadvantage of the relatively lower reliability inherent in single item measures is attenuated effects. This is exemplified in the current data by examining the closeness-relational satisfaction correlation. In the Study 1 data, the URCS as a whole correlates with satisfaction at r ϭ .73. This correlation drops to r ϭ .48 using only the single item IOS. The partial correlation between the IOS and satisfaction when controlling for the URCS (scored without the IOS item) was partial r ϭ .09, ns. Substantially larger effect sizes for the URCS relative to the IOS were also observed for distinguishing between relationship types. This was especially true for distinguishing between levels of friendship. Thus, employing the URCS produces larger effects, greater statistical power, and smaller error terms due to enhanced reliability.
One concern is that the URCS consistently correlated more highly with relationship satisfaction than with the IOS. Taken alone, this finding is not consistent with either convergent or discriminant validity. Nevertheless, CFA findings suggested a different conclusion. When the URCS items, satisfaction items, and the IOS item were included in the same analysis, a two-factor model consistently provided the best fit with the IOS loading on the same factor as all but one of the URCS items, and satisfaction items loading on a different factor. Also consistent with discriminant validity, the URCS scores consistently provided better discrimination between relationship types than did the satisfaction scores. Nevertheless, it appears that the URCS and IOS measure slightly different constructs. The IOS was intended to measure self-concept overlap, while the URCS items are intended to measure psychological and behavioral interdependence. The reader may notice that the URCS had a tighter factor structure and a higher reliability in the Study 2 friends-stranger data than the other three data sets. This is a function of the increased variance in the Study 2 data. In the romantic couple data, for example, all participants filled out the URCS in reference to the partner they brought with them to the lab. By contrast, in the friends (Study 2) data, half completed the scale in reference to a friend and half completed it in reference to a stranger, according to random assignment. This experimental induction instilled variance in the friend data that was not present in the other data sets (the standard deviations were 2.21, compared with 0.93, 1.45, and 1.18, respectively). This additional variance produced larger interitem correlations, resulting in more variance that could be accounted for by the primary factor, larger factor loadings, and higher reliability. It is important to note that although the scale was more reliable under ideal circumstances in which variance in relationship closeness was experimentally maximized, it performed well in both data sets with alphas remaining above .90 across applications. Moreover, the improved reliability and factor structure observed with experimentally induced variance is consistent with what one would expect from a construct valid measure. Nevertheless, the URCS, like all scales, will perform better when the data provide more rather than less variance.
Another concern was that in the models where relational satisfaction was included, Item 6 lacked divergent validity across data sets, and several other items lacked discrimination in one specific data set or another (Items 6 and 8 with friends in the fourth data set, and Items 1, 3, 4, and 6 in the family data). It is unclear why Item 6 consistently loaded as highly or more highly on satisfaction than on closeness, but Item 6 might also cross-load on certainty or commitment dimensions. For this reason, future researchers may consider omitting Item 6 if satisfaction, certainty, commitment, or other similar measures are also being used, and the goal of that research is to distinguish between highly correlated variables. However, in the analyses examining only the closeness items, Item 6 loaded highly on the closeness dimension and contributed positively to scale reliability. Thus, Item 6 might be used or not used selectively, depending on whether the researcher needs to distinguish closeness from closely related constructs or prefers to throw a slightly larger conceptual net. It should also be kept in mind that closeness and relational satisfaction were correlated at between r ϭ .63 and r ϭ .82 in the three data sets that included satisfaction measures; therefore, satisfaction provides an extremely rigorous test of divergent validity. Further, excluding cross-loading URCS items did not substantially lower the closeness-satisfaction correlation. Therefore, items were not culled from the scale.
Other limitations with the data reported here also exist. Most obvious is that student samples were used. The participants were predominantly female young adults. It remains unknown how the scale would perform with older people in different types of relationships. Some readers may also see the lack of reverse-scored items as a limitation. However, the strangers in the second data set scored at the bottom of the potential scale range, showing that a full range of scores emerge. Finally, additional sorts of validation tests would be desirable.
Taken together, the results from these four samples paint an optimistic picture for the URCS as a new and improved tool for assessing relationship closeness. If current theorizing is correct, closeness occurs within relationships other than friendships, family, and dating relationships. Thus, future researchers should determine how the URCS performs within other types of relationships (e.g., marital relationships, coworkers). This would further establish the range of relationships to which the URCS can be applied. Additionally, the URCS should be subjected to further validity testing via such procedures as nomological nets (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) and multitrait-multimethod validation (Campbell & Fiske, 1959 ). Nevertheless, current findings are sufficiently promising to allow the confident use of the scale. 
